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OPINION 605 

PROMECOPSIS DUMERIL, 1806 (INSECTA, HEMIPTERA) ; 

SUPPRESSED UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS 

RULING. —(1) Under the plenary powers the generic name Promecopsis 
Dumeril, 1806, is hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Law of Priority 
but not for those of the Law of Homonymy. 

(2) The following generic names are hereby placed on the Official List of 
Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified : 

(a) Typhlocyba Germar, 1833 (gender : feminine), type-species, by designa¬ 

tion by Woodworth, 1899, Cicada quercus Fabricius, 1777 (Name No. 
1431); 

(b) Promecodes Balfour-Browne, 1960 (gender : masculine), type-species, 

by original designation, Promecops leucothyreus F&hraeus, 1840 

(Name No. 1432) (Insecta, Coleoptera). 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the Official List of 
Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified : 

(a) quercus Fabricius, 1777, as published in the binomen Cicada quercus 

(type-species of Typhlocyba Germar, 1833) (Name No. 1745) ; 

(b) leucothyreus Fahraeus, 1840, as published in the binomen Promecops 

leucothyreus (type-species of Promecodes Balfour-Browne, 1960) 

(Name No. 1746) (Insecta, Coleoptera). 

(4) The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected 
and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified : 

(a) Promecopsis Dumeril, 1806 (as suppressed under the plenary powers in 

(1) above) (Name No. 1495); 

(b) Promecopsis Champion, 1911 (a junior homonym of Promecopsis 

Dumeril, 1806) (Name No. 1496). 

(5) The family name typhlocybidae Kirschbaum, 1868 (type-genus Typhlo¬ 
cyba Germar, 1833) is hereby placed on the Official List of Family-Group Names 
in Zoology with the Name No. 300. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE (Z.N.(S.) 483) 

The present case w as first brought to the attention of the Commission in 
September 1950 by a request from Professor W. Wagner for advice. After some 
correspondence between Dr. Wagner and the Secretary to the Commission, the 
form of an application was agreed upon. This application was sent to the 
printer on 7 July 1959 and was published on 8 April 1960 in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 
17 : 191-192. Public Notice of the possible use by the Commission of its 
plenary powers in the present case was given in the same part of the Bulletin 
as well as to the other prescribed serial publications (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 
4 : 51-56) and to seven entomological serials. Dr. Wagner’s proposals were 
supported by Dr. Frej Ossiannilsson (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 17 : 84). 

After the publication of Dr. Wagner’s application, Mr. R. V. Melville, then 
Assistant Secretary to the Commission, had correspondence wdth Mr. Balfour- 
Browne concerning the name Promecopsis Champion, 1911. This is explained 
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in the following Secretary’s Report which was circulated to the Commission 
with Voting Paper (60)22 :— 

“ Since the proposal to suppress under the plenary powers the generic 
name Promecopsis Dumeril was published, it has been discovered that that 
name has a junior homonym, Promecopsis Champion, 1911, in the Order 
Coleoptera. Mr. Melville sought the advice of Mr. J. Balfour-Browne (British 
Museum (Natural History), London) on whether or not Promecopsis Champion 
was in current use. The correspondence on this subject is given below. 

“2. Mr. Melville (21.iii.60)—‘While I was with the Commission I completed 
an application on behalf of Professor Wagner of Hamburg dealing with the 
name Promecopsis in Hemiptera. It is proposed to suppress it as of Dumeril, 
1806, for priority but not homonymy. 

‘ I have only just noticed that this will not have the effect of validating 
Promecopsis Champion, 1911 (Biol. Centr.-Amer. Zool. Col. 4(3) : 312). This 
junior homonym seems already to have been replaced by Promecodes Marshall, 
1939 (Ann. Mag. nat. Hist. (11) 3 : 582) and I take it that coleopterists would 
not like to see Champion’s name revived. The question remains, however, 
whether it would be desirable to place Promecodes on the Official List and I 
should be most grateful if you could give or procure any advice on this point.’ 

“ 3. Mr. Balfour-Browne (23.hi.60)—‘As Marshall (1939, loc. cit.) expressly 
proposed the new name Promecodes for Promecopsis Champion, 1911, nec. 
Dumeril, 1806, my colleagues and I are not at all anxious to have the Champion 
name revived. 

4 We, therefore, approve the proposal to suppress Promecopsis Dumeril, 
1806, for priority but not for homonymy. We also approve the suggestion 
that Promecodes Marshall, 1939, should be put on the Official List. A pre¬ 
liminary investigation has, however, failed to elicit any type-designation by 
any author either for Promecopsis Champion or for Promecodes Marshall, and 
since eight species were originally included by Champion it is very advisable 
that a type should be expressly designated.’ 

“ 4. Mr. Balfour-Browne (31.iii.60)—‘ Further to my letter of 23rd March, 
we have now confirmed that no type-species has ever been selected. It is 
desirable that in the application to place this name on the Official List the most 
common and best known species Promecops leucothyreus F&hraeus, 1840 [in 
Schoenherr, Gen. et Sp. Cure. 6(1) : 328] should be designated as the type- 
species “ by present selection 

“5. It has since been agreed that Mr. Balfour-Browne should, at some 
date prior to publication of the Opinion upon this case, publish in an entomo¬ 
logical serial a note designating Promecops leucothyreus F&hraeus as the type- 
species of Promecodes Marshall. The reference to this type designation will be 
given in this Opinion when published. 

“6. The Commission is therefore asked to amend the proposals given on 
page 192 of Bull. 17 by the addition of the following :— 

(6) to place the generic name Promecodes Marshall, 1939 (gender : masculine), 
type-species, by designation by Balfour-Browne, Promecops leuco¬ 
thyreus F&hraeus, 1840, on the Official List of Generic Names in 
Zoology; 
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(7) to place the specific name leucothyreus F&hraeus, 1840, as published in 

the binomen Promecops leucothyreus (type-species of Promecodes 
Marshall, 1939) on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology ; 

(8) to place the generic name Promecopsis Champion, 1911 (a junior homo¬ 

nym of Promecopsis Dumeril, 1806) on the Official Index of Rejected 
and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology.” 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 13 October 1960, Voting Paper (60)22 was circulated to the Members of 
the Commission with the above report. On this Voting Paper Commissioners 
were invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule either for or against the 
proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nomencl . 17 : 192 “ and as amended in the 
accompanying report ”. At the close of the Voting Period on 13 January 1961 
the state of the Voting was as follows : 

Affirmative Votes—twenty-three (23), received in the following order : 
Hering, Riley, Mayr, Prantl, do Amaral, Dymond, Lemche, Vokes, Obruchev, 
Key, Holthuis, Uchida, Stoll, Mertens, Evans, Kuhnelt, Bonnet, Brinck, 
Alvarado, Jaczewski, Tortonese, Miller, Poll. 

Negative Votes—none (0). 

On Leave of Absence—one (1) : Bradley. 

Late affirmative votes were received from Commissioners Boschma and 
Hemming. On 23 October 1960, the Secretary to the Commission received 
the following letter from Commissioner Holthuis : “ The suppression of the 
name Promecopsis Dumeril, requested by Dr. Wagner seems perfectly justified 
to me and I gladly vote for it. I do not think, however, that the name 
Promecodes Marshall, 1939, can be placed on the Official List. It is not an 
available name as Marshall, when introducing it did not cite a type-species, 
while the generic name which it was to replace belongs to a genus for which 
no type-species has been indicated either. According to the Rules ‘ A genus- 
group name published after 1930 must ... be accompanied by the definite 
fixation of a type-species.’ The name Promecodes thus only becomes an 
available name by the action of Mr. Balfour-Browne, who evidently is the 
first to select a type-species for it. Consequently the name should be known 
as Promecodes Balfour-Browne, 1960.” 

Commissioner Holthuis is of course quite right in saying that Promecodes 
Marshall is unavailable, and this point has been corrected in the Ruling in 
the present Opinion. 


Original References 

The following are the original references for the names placed on Official 
Lists and Indexes by the Ruling given in the present Opinion : 
leucothyreus , Promecops , F&hraeus, 1840, in Schoenherr, Gen. Spec. Cure. 6(1) : 
328 

Promecodes Balfour-Browne, 1960, Entomologist 93 : 240 

Promecopsis Champion, 1911, Biol. Centr.-Amer., Zool. Coleopt. 4(3) : 312 
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Promecopsis Dumeril, 1806, Zool. anal.: 167 
quercus, Cicada y Fabricius, 1777, Gen. Ins., Chilonii: 298 
Typhlocyba Germar, 1833, Rev. Ent. Silbermann 1 : 180 
typhlocybidae Kirschbaum, 1868, Jahrb. nassau. Ver. Naturk. 21/22 : 16 
The following is the original reference for the designation of a type-species 
for a genus concerned in the present Ruling : 

For Typhlocyba Germar, 1833 : Woodworth, 1899, Psyche 5 : 211 

CERTIFICATE 

We certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (60)22 were cast as set 
out above, that the proposal set out in that Voting Paper was duly adopted 
under the plenary powers and that the decision so taken, being the decision of 
the International Commission's truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 605. 

N. D. RILEY W. E. CHINA 

Secretary Assistant Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 

26 January 1961 


COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED USE OF THE PLENARY POWERS TO VALIDATE 
THE GENERIC NAME IDOTEA FABRICIUS, 1798, AND MATTERS CONNECTED 
THEREWITH. Z.N.(S.) 412 

(see Volume 17, pages 178-184) 

By Per Brinck ( Lunds Universitets Zoologiska Institution, Lund , Sweden) 

Mesidotea entomon is an often quoted name in literature on glacial relics, particularly so in 
the countries round the Baltic (Denmark, Germany, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Esthonia, 
Finland and Sweden). In textbooks as in high school and university teaching it is a well-known 
species frequently dealt with as a characteristic element of certain stages or types of lakes or 
brackish seas in the North. It would be confusing to change the generic name of this animal 
for a name which has been used very rarely in this century. 

Therefore, I support Dr. Lemche’s proposal which means that Mesidotea be preserved as 
the generic name of Oniscus entomon Linnaeus, 1758. 


COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION OF A TYPE-SPECIES FOR NEMOURA 

LATREILLE, 1796 

(see this volume, pages 155-156) 

By Per Brinck ( Lunds Universitets Zoologiska Institution, Lund, Sweden) 

The generic name Nemoura occurs frequently in literature on Plecoptera, since 1842 stabilized 
with N. cinerea Retzius, (1783) ( variegata auct.) as the type-species. It would cause great 
confusion to change the name by fixation of the type-species available according to Latreille 
(1810). 

Therefore I fully support Dr. Kimmins’s application to stabilize the current use of the generic 
name Nemoura. This is in agreement with the decision of the first Symposium on Plecoptera 
in Lausanne, in 1956 (cf. Mitt. Schweiz. Ent. Oes. 29 : 447). 


